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in this research, generally takes the form of an individual's belief in their ability to successfully engage in specific work-related tasks or activities. In this translation of self-efficacy theory to career development, the theory has come to emphasize the interlocking processes of interest development, choice, and performance. The theory attempts a &dquo;cognitive constructivist&dquo; approach to career development, where forethought, anticipation of outcomes, and active construction of meaning is emphasized. Individuals are seen in this theory as proactive shapers of their environments, not merely as responders (Lent, Brown, & Hackett, 1994 ). Holland's Theory Holland (1997) describes Staats' (1981) theory of social behaviorism as most consistent with his theory of how types develop. As described by Holland, a child's biology and experience lead to preferences for some activities over others. Engagement in these activities subsequently leads to the development of long-term interests, competencies, and dispositions (Holland, 1997) . In Holland's theory, the choice of a vocation is an expression of individual personality based to some degree upon self-concept. Holland cites other theorists' noting of the same sentiment: &dquo;Interest inventory scores are measures of self-concept&dquo; (Bordin, 1943) ; &dquo;vocational choice...is the implementation of a person's self-concept&dquo; (Super, 1972) . Holland maintains that &dquo;these orientations consistently imply that people's vocational interests flow from their life history and personality&dquo; (p. 8). Individuals here are seen as developing a &dquo;characteristic repertoire of attitudes and skills for coping with environmental problems and tasks&dquo; (p. 2). Similar to self-efficacy theory, individuals are viewed as &dquo;active rather than passive recipients of environmental influence&dquo; (p. 2).
The Intersection of the Theories
The Holland themes as articulated within the SDS have provided a framework for several studies that have examined the relationship between inventoried vocational interests and career self-efficacy (Betz, Harmon, & Borgen, 1996; Lenox & Subich, 1994 ; Lent, Larkin, & Brown, 1989 ; Matsui & Tsukamoto, 1991) . The development of research in current social cognitive theory as it applies to career decision-making appears to be providing increasing evidence that many forms of self-knowledge (i.e., known interests and competencies, favored activities, and self-estimates of ability) may comprise a person's self-efficacy beliefs.
While the two theories outlined above originate in different schools of thought, they appear to share a great deal of common purpose. Most relevant to this study is the acknowledgement by both theories of the importance of self-efficacy or self-concept as a mediator or basis for the development of subsequent vocational behavior. Based on this theoretical linkage, it appears reasonable to ask how effective Holland's SDS might be in predicting future self-efficacy expectations.
This study was specifically undertaken in an attempt to determine if responses to Holland's SDS (Holland, 1990) 
Gender Differences
Career self-efficacy has from its origin been conceptualized as an explanatory variable useful for predicting the career behavior of women . Since that time, many investigators have found significant differences in response patterns for men and women in assessments specifically designed to measure this construct Betz et al., 1996; Matsui & Tsukamoto, 1991; Osipow, et al., 1993; Rooney & Osipow, 1992) .
In an attempt to build upon these outcomes, another intent of this study was to examine the gender differences between women's and men's SDS Summary scores, and to compare them for similarity with women's and men's TSOSS Factor scores. For the high school and young college age students used for this study, scores were hypothesized to follow the pattern found by Betz et al. (1996) 
Procedure
As part of the introduction to the course, the students were asked to fill out a Self-Directed Search (SDS Form R; Holland, 1990) . Near the end of the course work, students were asked to take the short form of the Task-Specific Occupational Self-efficacy Scale (TSOSS; Osipow et al., 1993) .
Students in the class were tracked for the duration of their enrollment in the class, and data were accumulated by student. Since this was a home study course, the time lag between receipt of the SDS and of the TSOSS averaged 95.5 days, with a standard deviation of 65.5 days.
Measures
The Task-Specific Self-Efficacy Scale
The TSOSS (Osipow et al., 1993 ) was developed as a task-specific measure of career self-efficacy in accordance with Bandura's social cognitive theory (1977, 1986) . Rooney and Osipow (1992) Labor, 1981 Labor, , 1991 (Osipow et al., 1993) , but the original long form was validated by Rooney and Osipow (1992) using the Occupational Self-Efficacy Scale (OSES; . Evidence for the validity of the OSES has been provided by the original research and by Zilber (1988) . Rooney and Osipow (1992) produced mixed results, with weak (r = .17, p < .0162) to moderate (r = .66, p < .0001) correlations between TSOSS and OSES responses.
Osipow et al. (1993) reported Cronbach alpha reliability for the short form of the TSOSS ranging from .91 to .93 for each of the four factors.
The Self-Directed Search
The SDS (Holland, 1990) The SDS Manual (Holland, 1985) , the Manual Supplement (Holland, 1987) , a recent bibliography (Holland and Gottfredson, 1990) , and Holland's book on his theory (Holland, 1997) provide extensive evidence for the validity and reliability of the SDS and for the theory behind its development.
Results
Results were analyzed using both bivariate correlation and multiple regression.
Correlation analysis
Pearson product-moment correlations were calculated between the raw scores for each of the four TSOSS factors and six SDS Summary scores. Values were calculated separately for the male portion of the sample, the female portion of the sample, and the total sample. These relationships among the variables were expressed in the regression results much as originally hypothesized, including the direction of the relationships. However, unexpected negative relationships were also found between both quantitative, logical, business, or scientific skills (TSOSS Factor 2) and physical strength or agility (TSOSS Factor 3) and the SDS Artistic Summary scores. Table 3 Mean TSOSS Factor Scores and SDS Summary Scores by Sex Note. TSOSS = Task-Specific Occupational Self-Efficacy Scale; SDS = Self-Directed Search; Factor 1 = Verbal, interpersonal skills; Factor 2 = Quantitative, logical, business, scientific skills; Factor 3 = Physical strength, agility; Factor 4 = Aesthetic skills. an = 125. ~ = 112. *p < .05. **p < .001. ***p < .0001.
Evidence for validity was provided by correlational patterns consistent with the face validity of the descriptions of the TSOSS Factors and SDS Summary scales (Tables 1 and 2 ). Further evidence for validity was provided by the relational patterns found in the regression results and in gender differences found across both the SDS and the TSOSS scale scores.
Gender Differences
The pattern of gender differences in self-efficacy, as depicted in this sample's responses to the TSOSS, did not match exactly the original hypotheses (Table 3) . As previously mentioned, Betz et al. (1996) found that college-aged men scored higher than women in self-efficacy for tasks classified as Realistic, Investigative, Enterprising, and Conventional. However, in this high school-aged sample, men scored higher than women only in self-efficacy for tasks related to physical strength or agility (TSOSS Factor 3), while the women scored higher than men in self-efficacy for tasks related to verbal, interpersonal skills (TSOSS Factor 1). Men (Holland, 1997 Note also that the use of the SDS to predict self-efficacy beliefs would place an additional responsibility upon the counselor to understand the implications of such an interpretation, especially as it applies to gender differences. Clear guidelines for predicting self-efficacy beliefs using SDS Summary scores must be provided for the counselor, and the meaning of those guidelines must be properly understood and applied by the counselor. This requirement also calls for further research.
Suggestions for Further Research
While this study has found a relationship between responses to the TSOSS and the SDS, and suggests that some predictive power resides in the SDS Summary scores, it stops short of recommending that the SDS Summary scores be used to predict self-efficacy beliefs. To truly establish the validity of the SDS as an effective measure of career self-efficacy requires additional research aimed at refining our understanding of how self-efficacy expectations are expressed in the SDS Summary scores.
Further research matching responses to the SDS with those to other validated self-efficacy measures could provide valuable additional information regarding how self-efficacy beliefs might be imbedded in SDS Summary scores. The Skills Confidence Inventory (SCI; Betz et al., 1996) is an excellent choice for this purpose, because of its identical RIASEC sixfactor structure, and because of the likelihood of continued research to establish the instrument's validity. Investigation with the SCI or a similar measure of career self-efficacy could lead to an improved understanding of the relationship between SDS Summary scores and self-efficacy beliefs, and an improved understanding of self-efficacy beliefs in general.
Finally, selecting a mature adult sample is suggested for future research for two reasons: first, because the SCI has been specifically developed to be used with such a population, and second, because sampling a more mature population might lead to more differentiated SDS Summary scores, and stronger expressed relationships among the variables.
